Questions drafted by Daniel Ellsberg for Senate Foreign Relations Committee hearings on 
START-II at the request of Senator Biden’s legislative aide. 
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Would nod such, helm—which need not come only or ever, 
mainly from the US—he veil worthwhile, for world security? 

Would it net be arcrccriate for the US component of suer, 
to come from the current defense budget? 

_[Id the answer is that a ceiling of 2500 or 2000 warheads, 

or lower, dees not permit a sufficiently "robust" or flexible 
nuclear US deterrent force] 

Exactly what f airssaaa-ble US puirposes, under* vnat 
circumstances, would .require possession of more than 2000, or ror 
chat matter, more than 1000 nuclear weapons? 

Under foreseeable circumstances, how could considerations 
of survivabi 1 itv or cenetration~~~assu m i n g maintenance Oi an AuM 
call for numbers larger than such ceilings, vhic*^ a e 
themselves very high? 


What would be the targets' for an additional trcus<=nd or 
two thousand warheads (over a mutual ceiling of 2000 or 1000)? 


If the adversary were a successor state to the Soviet 
Union deolaying a comparable number of warheads, how. could a higher 
mutual level either "heighten or lessen the certainty of mutual 
annihilation? 


Xf the adversary were some other s*_ate, what would be re 
potential targets for numbers of warheads of anything lihe this 
order, or the" potential interest of the uS in posing threats or 
this magnitude? 


What operational considerations, 
flsxdiilifv / cculd require or justiiry a 
err eater than 2000, or even considerably 
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If a "triad" is still considered essential under 
foreseeable conditions, could it not easily be maintained at these 
lower levels? If not, why not? 

In particular, if it is reasonable to operate a Tridenu 
II precammed "force of IS subs at the reduced loading of 172S RVs 
(24* tubes per sub, 4 instead of 3 warheads per missile), why _ is u 
not possible to ooerate an 13-sub force at the reduced loading or 
1152* warheads (IS* tubes per sub, 4 warheads per missile) ? 


On the other hand, why exactly is it still necessary, or 
even desirable, to plan on operating 13 Trident II subs, a force 
prccrammed (and paid for) under entirely different conditions? 
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. rj-jj-u the disaDOearancs of the Warsaw Pact threat,. and the need 
4 ." dis-ouraae ootsntial nuclear states from acquiring^ a nuclear 
arsenal"to male's first-use threats, ^ why has not the US and its. 
allies ioined the Commonwealth of Independent Stares m renouncing 
^7-sh-use of nuclear weapons under any circumstances, i.e., in 
accenting a no-first—use commitment? 


Is not US insistence on retaining, a first-use option and 
imelicit threat an encouragement and legitimation or such threats 
--and an arsenal supporting them— by states _like Pakistan, facing 
regional rivals with superior conventional ^orces. 

With the ending of the Cold War, does it not serve US and 
worldwide security interests to delegitimize rirsc use threats of 
the sort that NATO felt justified and compe_led to make in hie 
past, facing the then-Warsaw Pact forces? 

c Ana 1 vsts from the Natural Resources Defense Council and the 
F^er^n of American Scientists (Thomas Cochran, Christopher 
oaine, Frank von Hiopel) have reported rrom contacts Wiuh Russian 
;J-!aIs that Russia will accept bilateral verification and 
In tile Handling of weapons to _ be dismantled beyona 
ST\r^-ti agreed levels and on the sareguaraea control or 
fissionable"material from all weapons to be dismantled provided 
that such inspection is reciprocal, applying as well to the US, but 
that the US has. so far been unwilling to discuss _or accep 
reciprocal inspection. Are these reports accurate. 

Is it not of the highest priority to achieve inspection and 
safeguarding of Russian disabling, .transport, storage and 
dismantlement of weapons to be dismantled just as soon as poss-b. . 

Should this interest-in addition, to motivating technical and 
- 3 1 assistance to the inspection process by the US an 

others—not override any US reluctance to see such monitoring 
reciprocated on ttie US side? 


